REMARKS 

Claims 1, 2, 13, 14, 17-19, 22-24, and 27 have been amended herein. Claims 1-19 and 
22-28 are currently pending. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the captioned 
application in view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Oaim Rejections - 35 USC§103 
Sections 1-2 of the office action rejected claims 1-5, 8, 10, 11, 13-19, and 22 under 35 
USC 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,544,012 to Koike ("Koike") 
in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,691,432 to Edfors et al ("Edfors"). Applicants respectfully traverse 
these rejections. 

Claim 1 has been amended to more clearly recite the claimed device, and particularly, to 

include 

"a cable support device mounted to at least one of the expansion channels and 
positioned in the expanded section of the enclosure housing, such that a cable 
supported by the cable support device is situated in the expanded section of the 
enclosure housing" 

The office action admits that Koike fails to disclose a cable rail or ring, but relies on 
Edfors as teaching "a power strip and the cable rail with ring as set forth at column 5, lines 22- 
61." The cited portion of Edfors, however, fails to disclose or suggest the use of a cable support 
device, such as a tray or ring, in an expanded section of an enclosure housing to support and 
position cables in the expanded section. As noted in the present specification, adding the 
expanded section of the housing and positioning cables therein allows a user to place the cables 
outside of the coveted main enclosure space. 
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Claim 1 is therefore believed to be allowable over the references cited in the office 
action Claims 2-5, 8, 10, 11, 13-19, and 22 all ultimately depend from claim 1 and are thus 
allowable for at least the same reasons. 

Sections 3-4 of the office action rejected claims 6, 7, 9 and 12 as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Koike in view of other references. Claims 6, 7, 9 and 12 each ultimately 
depend from claim 1 and are thus also in condition for allowance. 

Oaim Rejections - 35 VSC§102 

Sections 5-6 of the office action rejected claims 23 and 24 under 35 USC 102(b) as 
allegedly being anticipated by Koike. Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Claim 23 had been amended to more specifically recite coupling first and second 
expansion channels frame members to form an expanded section of the enclosure, and supporting 
the cables of equipment situated in the enclosure with a cable support device to position the 
cables in the expanded portion. As noted in the remarks regarding claim 1, Koike fails to 
disclose supporting cables in an expanded section of an enclosure. It therefore cannot anticipate 
claim 23, or any claims dependent thereon. 

Sections 5-8 of the office action rejected claims 25-28 under 35 USC 103(a) as allegedly 
being obvious over Koike in view of other references. Claims 25-28 all depend from claim 23, 
which is believed to be allowable as set forth above. Claims 25-28 are allowable for at least the 
same reasons. 
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Conclusion 

As evidenced by the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants have made a 
genuine effort to address each concern raised in the office action. All of the pending claims are 
believed to be in condition for allowance. The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned 
attorney with any concerns or questions regarding the present application. 




LOCKE LIDDELL & SAPP LLP 

600 Travis, #3400 
Houston, Texas 77002-3095 
952-474-3701 

mgleason@lcy*eliddelJ.com 
Date: Wfr/g>g> 



L. CH^ason 
Reg. No. 39,< 
Attorney for Applicant 
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